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September9, 2002

Via ElectronicFiling
Ms. MarleneH. Dortch
Secretary
FederalCommunicationsCommission
~ 12” Street,SW, RoomTWB-204
Washington,DC 20554

Re: Applicationby VerizonNewEnglandandVerizonDelawareforAuthorizationto
ProvideIn-Region,InterLATAServicesin NewHampshireandDelaware.
Docket02-157

Reviewofthe Section251 UnbundlingObligationsoflncumbentLocal Exchange
Carriers,Docket01-338

ImplementationoftheLocal CompetitionProvisionsofthe Telecommunications
Actofthe 1996,Docket96-98

DeploymentofWirelineServicesOfferingAdvancedTelecommunications
Capability, Docket98-147

DearMs. Dortch:

OnFriday, September6, 2002,RobertQuinn, MarkKeffer, MichaelLieberman,DavidLevy and
theundersigned,all representingAT&T, metwith William Maher,ChiefoftheWirelineCompetition
Bureau,RichLernerandJeffreyCarlisleoftheBureau’sCompetitionPolicy ofDivision andTamara
PriessoftheBureau’sPricingPolicyDivision. Thepurposeofthismeetingwasto discussthepricing
issuesraisedby AT&T in connectionwith Verizon’sjoint applicationfor interLATA authorityin
DelawareandNewHampshire.

More specifically,AT&T demonstratedthatVerizon’sswitchingratesin NewHampshirearenot
cost-basedandexplainedthat for purposesofratebenchmarking,conductingacomparisonbetweenthe
switchingratesin NewHampshireandNewYork is appropriateastheSynthesisModel tendsto overstate
thecostsoftransport,particularly in lowerdensitystates.Wereiteratedthat the reliefAT&T seeksis
narrowandspecific:thatadirectbenchmarkingcomparisonofswitchingratesin NewHampshireversus
NewYork be considered.AT&T alsoraisedconcernsaboutVerizon’sratedevelopmentforNew
Hampshire,andtheapparentdiscrepancybetweenthetime-of-dayweightsthatVerizonclaimsto be
representativeoftheaveragecustomerandthetime-of-dayweightsusedto developtheunderlyingcost
study~



In addition,we briefly discussedVerizon’srecentlyrevisedswitchingratesin Delawareand
informedtheCommissionthatAT&T would provideacompleteanalysisoftheseratesin the
supplementalcommentsto be filedon September10, 2002. AT&T alsodisàussedits concernsregarding
Verizon’snon-recurringcharges(“NRCs”) in Delaware,and in particular,Verizon’s inflatedNRCsfor
verticalfeaturechanges,.field installationsandhot cuts. The argumentsmadewereconsistentwith
AT&T’s writtensubmissionsin Docket02- 157.

As partofthisdiscussion,wealso referredto AT&T’s commentsfiled in theabove-referenced
TriennialReviewdocketswhich highlight theneedto establishsomeform ofelectronicloop provisioning
in orderto acceleratethedevelopmentoffacilities-basedlocal competition. Weexplainedthatthe
technologyto supportelectronicprovisioningis technicallyfeasibleandavailabletodayandthat
electronicprovisioningcouldeliminatesomeoftheenormousfinancialandtechnicalobstaclesto
facilities-basedcompetitionthatcurrentlyexist.

Oneelectroniccopy ofthisNoticeis beingsubmittedin eachoftheabove-referencedproceedings
in accordancewith Section1.1206oftheCommission’srules.

Sincerely,

cc: JeffreyCarlisle
RichLerner
TamaraPreiss
GaryRemondino

• Julie Saulnier
Victoria Schlesinger
HenryThaggert
TraceyWilson
Ann Berkowitz(Verizon)


